The future direction of the Cooperative Extension Service (CES) and tripartite mission of the land grant university system is directly linked to the institutional ability of the CES in solving the contemporary problems of society (Ikerd, Wallace, Woeste, Wood) . This concept has become even more relevant with the current farm finance crisis. The CES challenge is to position economics at the cutting edge of experience and apply it to people's needs of solving multifaceted resource problems.
Many federal, state, and local CES staff and administrators are attempting to redefine program objectives and portfolios in order to respond within the limits of available resources (Bolen and Lucas) . This paper reports the results of an agricultural lender survey that was specifically designed to assist the CES in developing a borrower training program response to the farm finance situation.
Redefining Extension Priorities
The first step in redefining priorities is awareness that a problem exists. According to Schuh, the original concept of the land grant institution was to reward faculty as they contributed to the solutions of societal problems, not solely for publications in scholarly professional journals. Schuh alleges, that universities are failing, for example, to address the current problems and the large agricultural economic dislocations in the U.S., as the economy opens itself to the international economy. Hildreth and Armbruster (p. 856) , suggest that extension programs designed by agricultural economists must be able to adjust to changes in farm finance, marketing, production, food consumption, and rural community economics. Brown (p. 862) believes that the county agent will continue to be the main link in the CES chain. However, he encourages targeting more diverse clientele. He suggests this might be done by adapting new technological developments in electronic communication, individualized learning, and data storage to allow the agent to assist the commercial farmer with more complex and sophisticated management decision-making tools.
situation. The proposed CES objectives included (1) utilization of an interdisciplinary systems approach, (2) increase emphasis on economic efficiency, (3) increase emphasis on farm and family financial management, (4) increase understanding of risk management, and (5) increase awareness of family and farm personal stress.
Bolen and Lucas also identified operational strategies for meeting the objectives. The strategies identified were to (1) organize a systems approach for utilization of diverse expertise in solving multi-faceted problems, (2) conduct in-depth workshops to integrate finance, marketing, and production, (3) incorporate computer analysis to review alternatives for farm families, (4) conduct one-onone counseling of individual farming operations, (5) improve linkage with research, and (6) establish close working relationships with industry and the financial community.
Several strategies are being tested in various states. The U.S. Department of Agriculture has assisted several states with funding for special projects. Most states have already implemented crisis management programs and others are in the process of change. The programming response has been broad in scope (Jose, Libbin, Willet) . Various delivery mechanisms, target audiences, and subject matter priorities are being used.
The Bolen and Lucas strategies provide a general guide for organizing borrower training programs. However, many specific questions concerning the training program implementation process have either been answered by assumption or by informal feedback from the financial community and/or producer clientele.
For example, while the systems approach may provide the overall perspective of the farm management challenge, specific management weaknesses must be identified. If the producers' odds for survival are to be increased through borrower training programs, the information priorities must be designed to correspond with the identified management weaknesses of the producers.
In addition, some states may face time and funding limitations that preclude rapid implementation of one-on-one counseling and/or computer analysis. Therefore, tradeoffs may exist between committing resources to workshop programs and individualized service delivery methods.
The purpose of this study is to document lender attitudes that may be of use in clarifying the specific implementation questions about borrower training programs. These issues are of interest to extension and research professionals that are altering and prioritizing elements of their program portfolios. The following text presents the conceptual hypotheses for examining the selected issues, reviews the procedures used, discusses the results, and summarizes the implications and use of the results in CES program design.
Conceptual Hypotheses
In this study, several conceptual hypotheses were tested to determine agricultural lender preferences on the borrower training program implementation priorities and processes (Kolmer) . The first conceptual hypothesis is designed to test whether or not the CES should conduct borrower training programs. The null hypothesis is that a variety of potential borrower training institutions are equally preferred by lenders.
The second null hypothesis is that oneon-one counseling would be the most acceptable program delivery method. However, with limited CES funding resources, larger producer numbers may be trained through workshop delivery methods. While all possible delivery methods are not considered, the responses provide strategic planning data for the specific trade-off outlined.
The third null hypothesis is that borrower training should be targeted to those who are facing some degree of financial stress without regard to sex. Traditional training program models may have assumed that the male head of household dominates farm finance decisions and is most likely to attend workshops. The alternative hypothesis is that more farm wives have recently been keeping the farm financial records. If the alternative is accepted, targeting wives to borrower training programs may improve producer profit potential more than programs based on the traditional assumption.
The fourth set of null hypotheses are that farm records are inadequate for financial management, farm enterprise management, and tax purposes. The rejection of any of these hypotheses identifies possible subject matter for increased emphasis in borrower training programs.
The fifth and final set of null hypotheses are that all areas of management skills in a systems approach to farm management are of equal importance in borrower training programs. Rejection of any of the null hypotheses imply that certain areas of producer management skills are weaker than others and programs designed to focus on these weaknesses may improve producer profit potential more than placing equal weight on all management skills.
A Case Study of Lender Attitudes
Several surveys have been conducted to inventory the level of financial stress. However, less emphasis has been placed on documenting the perceived decision-making weaknesses of producers, applied management information priorities, and delivery mechanisms that generate confidence and support by those in the financial community.
Senior agricultural loan officers have generally participated in professional agricultural finance training programs and continuing education experiences. Senior agricultural loan officers are intimately involved in appraisal of current agricultural economic conditions. Therefore, agricultural lenders may be in a unique position to appraise producer management weaknesses and priority information needs that can improve the odds for financial survival during current conditions.
Agricultural lenders also possess a certain degree of influence over their farm borrowers. Due to this influence, informal support for borrower training programs from the agricultural lenders may be used to encourage new extension clientele to attend borrower training programs.
Finally, the CES response to the agricultural crisis in low resource states may partially depend on financial support from the community of lenders in sponsoring future borrower training programs. Therefore, lender attitudes on borrower training programs may facilitate the development of timely and relevant programs that generate favorable public sentiment and financial support for CES programs.
There are some assumptions and limitations in using the lender responses as the sole guide for borrower training program implementation. It is assumed that loan officers do, in fact, know and can accurately appraise what their clients do and that the loan officers are not biased due to their "financial interest" in their borrowers.
In reality, loan officers may not be completely knowledgeable in observance of management skills and gender involvement in financial management. The goals of lenders and failing producers are obviously in conflict. However, loan officers do observe their clients' management skills and gender involvement during loan applications and financial analysis. Lenders do benefit from the survival of their producer clients. Therefore, lenders are in a unique position to provide some guidance to the CES, with these qualifications and limitations in mind.
South Dakota is particularly suited for this study for two reasons. First, it is one of the most agriculturally dependent states in the nation. A majority of the population in the state lives on farms or small towns with less than 2,500 population.
Second, the agricultural diversity in South Dakota provides a unique opportunity to compare and contrast agricultural lender responses across regions with different predominant enterprises. One may hypothesize that lender preferences, management weaknesses, and priority information needs may vary between ranching, northern small grain, and row crop-regions of the North Central Region. This study groups the lender responses into these three regions based on production characteristics of the predominant enterprises.
The northeast area of the state typifies the northern small grains region of the upper Midwest. The southeast area of the state typifies Corn Belt agriculture. The western wheat and range area of the state typifies the upper Great Plains. Therefore, these comparisons may be of interest to extension professionals and researchers in other regions with similarities to each set of characteristics.
Data and Procedures
There are 346 agricultural lenders in South Dakota. This population provides a sufficiently large data base for statistical analysis, but is not so large that surveying costs would be prohibitive. Therefore, the entire population of agricultural lenders was surveyed.
The survey population included 261 commercial bank loan officers, 30 Production Credit Association (PCAs) officers, 15 Federal Land Bank Association (FLBAs) officers, and 40 Farmers Home Administration (FmHAs) officers.
Originally, a companion survey was planned for South Dakota agricultural producers. This survey would have provided interesting comparisons and perhaps a broader view of educational program needs, however, budget constraints precluded conducting a second survey.
The survey instrument used in this study also documented financial stress and credit evaluation practices. However, those results are beyond the scope of this article.
During the first week of November 1984, the survey questionnaire was sent to the senior agricultural loan officers. A letter explaining the purpose of the survey was mailed one week prior to the survey and a reminder postcard was sent one week following the survey.
The lenders returned 184 surveys for a 53.2 percent response rate. Non responses were not sampled for bias due to limited funding. However, the original survey included questions to determine the total value of the lender's loan portfolio, the percentage of the portfolio represented by agricultural loans, and the legal organization of the banks. Although secondary data sources were limited, the respondents appeared to be representative of the population of agricultural banks in the state.
The response rates are fairly consistent across regions. However, FmHAs and the Farm Credit System (FCS), which includes PCAs and FLBAs, did exhibit higher response rates than did banks (table 1) . Therefore, the results may slightly reflect non-bank preferences more than in numerical proportion.
Analysis of Results
Six specific program planning questions were asked on the survey and correspond to 
Institutional Preferences in Training
The first question was designed to clarify institutional preferences for who should conduct financial management training programs (table 2). The lenders responded to seven options. The Waller-Duncan representation indicates that means with the same letter are not significantly different. The results show that lender preferences favor "Financial Institutions" and the "Cooperative Extension Service" over the remaining choices. Preferences for the "State Department of Agriculture" are significantly different from the rest of the options. However, all institutional alternatives received more than majority agreement.
In addition, the AOV indicated no significant difference in preferences across regions but did indicate significant differences across lenders. FCS officers showed significantly less agreement for almost all institutions being involved in financial management training compared to responses from the banks and the FmHA.
Which Delivery Method?
The second question was designed to confirm the level of support for CES and determine preferences on alternative delivery methods for training programs (table 3) . Lenders responded to five options. Workshops are the preferred delivery method. However, one-on-one counseling is presently provided by the South Dakota Department of Agriculture. This knowledge may have contributed to the lower priority for CES initiating a duplicative program.
The responses were not significantly different across regions of the state. However, responses were significantly different across lenders. In particular, the FCS officers gave significantly less agreement than did the FmHA to management associations and oneon-one counseling. However, the mean for each lender group was still significantly lower (L) = Significant Difference Across Lenders.
than the neutral preference level, indicating a majority were in agreement with these two options.
Who Should Be Targeted?
The traditional view has been that farm finance decisions have been a male dominated arena. Question three was specifically designed to approximate the number of farm women keeping the financial records as an indicator for targeting financial management programs (table 4). The overall mean indicates 57.5 percent of the married borrowers have the wife keeping the financial records for the farming operation. The results imply that borrower training programs that ignore women will not likely be as effective as programs that target women who keep financial records.
Further analysis shows a significantly higher percentage of women keeping the farm records in western wheat and range areas of the state. FmHA loan officers also indicated a significantly higher percentage of women keeping the records compared to the other lenders. However, for all lenders and for all regions, more than a majority of married borrowers have the spouse keeping the records.
These results imply that a special effort might be targeted to encourage wives--particularly wives of FmHA and rancher clients--to attend borrower training programs.
Adequacy of Farm Records
The fourth planning question was designed to determine the adequacy of farm record keeping for making key financial and enterprise decisions (table 5) . Generally, the lenders believe that records are most inadequate for financial planning, with 52.3 percent of the records being inadequate for these purposes. Records are moderately inadequate for farm enterprise management purposes. Records are least inadequate for tax planning purposes.
No significant differences occurred across regions. However, some significant differences did occur across lenders. Compared to other lenders, FmHA indicated a significantly lower percentage of "Good" records for tax planning and farm enterprise planning purposes and a significantly higher percentage of "Inadequate" records for tax planning purposes. Except for these indicated differences, The results suggest that present and past attention has been focused on records for tax planning purposes. Perhaps special attention should focus on how key management decisions might incorporate relevant record keeping information used to determine enterprise profit and loss, and whole farm financial warning signals.
Priorities in Training
The last two questions focus on establishing training priorities for assisting agriculture. Both general subject priorities (table 6) and specific financial management questions (table 7) were asked to gauge lender preferences.
The analysis of general subject priorities (table 6) did not indicate consistently Improved production practices C 163 3.4785
Time and stress management skills D 163 significant differences across regions or lenders. However, significant interactions did occur across skills, lenders, and regions of the state. Plotting the results indicated few visual differences in rankings across lenders and regions. The statistically significant differences in the interaction reflected variations in degree of slope in the trends rather than major reversals in ranking across lenders and regions. The only major reversal was that FCS places a higher priority on time and stress management than on production management, whereas banks and FmHA priorities are consistent with the overall results that rank production as a higher priority than time and stress management. The final program planning question compares specific management skill topics for designing a one-day short course workshop (table 7) . Financial management skills received highest priority. Top priorities included "Projecting Cash Flow," "Understanding Financial Statements," "Record Keeping," "Enterprise Profit and Loss," and "Marketing Strategies." The AOV indicated no significant differences across lenders and regions.
Implications and Use of the Results
The survey results reported here, generated lender as well as other public support for CES being involved in conducting financial management education programs. Table  2 results along with other parts of the survey were widely reported by state media and used by decision-makers to more accurately discuss the nature and scope of the agricultural situation and possible strategies for response and support.
The agricultural lender survey analysis was helpful in evaluating and designing CES programs. Programs and resources have been re-allocated as a result of the public support generated and data provided by the survey.
The survey results were specifically used to design an interdisciplinary four-hour short course workshop titled "Farm and Ranch Finance Tips for Saving $15,000." Due to low CES funding resources, the workshops required that local lenders sponsor specialist travel and materials cost. The survey results reported here assisted the project coordinators in designing a format acceptable to lenders. This acceptance was reconfirmed in planning meetings with sponsoring lenders prior to each workshop.
The planning meetings were held with local lenders and field staff to identify the targeted clientele for special invitation. Separate invitation lists were developed by lenders and Field staff. Lenders often added names to the CES invitation list, and vice versa, to increase odds of attendance. Results from table 4 were used to encourage special efforts by lenders and county CES staff in encouraging farm wives to attend the planned workshops. The survey results provided special encouragement for FmHA and lenders in the western wheat and range region of the state.
The workshop agenda included presentations on the farm economic environment, An interdisciplinary approach was used in organizing the workshops and to present a systems perspective to solving multi-faceted farm and ranch management problems, as Bolen and Lucas suggested. Specialists from economics, agronomy and animal science jointly conducted the workshops. The workshops were used to compare weak management practices to superior management practices based on interdisciplinary appraisals of a representative farm. The differences in management skills outlined during the workshop provided a potential profit increase of more than $15,000 for the representative farm.
Survey results in tables 5, 6 and 7 were specifically used to design a summary financial worksheet used along with representative farm data to teach workshop audiences (1) how to better understand and use financial statements, (2) how records are used in conducting a whole farm financial diagnosis and projection of cash flows, and (3) how enterprise profit and loss records are used to make management decision on enterprise mix and enterprise exit.
The workshops facilitated teaching concepts to large audiences rather than individual counseling or computer services. Table  3 results informed CES program coordinators that limited resources could be allocated to workshop delivery methods without reducing lender support. Less individualized assistance was provided by CES, however other private and public agencies provided individual counseling in the state. So far, the two approaches have complemented each other. Workshop participants are encouraged to explore specialized assistance in areas where they might need it. Counseling and computer service participants use the workshops as a refresher.
Finally, Bolen and Lucas also suggested that closer ties are needed among research, extension, and industry. Distribution of the survey results and the use of materials and programs developed as a result of the survey, have in fact, fostered a closer link among researchers, extension professionals, the financial community, and producer clientele. The overall program effectiveness has been enhanced by the development of broadly based communication.
